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James Stanley

From: James Stanley
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 2:46 PM
To: 'Thomas Hiltachk'; Laura Faer; Ashlee N. Titus
Cc: Susan Slager; Anthony OBrien; Anthony Hakl; Sarah Belton; Vilma Palma-Solana; 

Katherine Lehe; Thomas Patterson; Michael L. Newman
Subject: RE: Investigative Subpoena and Interrogatories
Attachments: AGO-CAGOP Subpoena 2020.10.16.pdf; AGO-CAGOP Interrogatories 2020.10.16.pdf

Mr. Hiltachk: 
 
Thank you for agreeing to accept service. Please find attached an investigative subpoena and investigative 
interrogatories for the California Republican Party, served via this email. Please confirm receipt. Please also let us know 
if you are authorized to accept service on behalf of the Fresno and/or Orange County Republican Committees. 
 
We are available to discuss these documents at any time; please feel free to contact us via email or phone. 
 
Best regards, 
Jim Stanley 
 
James E. Stanley 
Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Rights Enforcement Section 
California Department of Justice 
1300 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: (916) 210‐6475  
james.stanley@doj.ca.gov 
 
 
 

From: Thomas Hiltachk <tomh@bmhlaw.com>  
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 10:20 AM 
To: Laura Faer <Laura.Faer@doj.ca.gov>; Ashlee N. Titus <atitus@bmhlaw.com> 
Cc: Susan Slager <Susan.Slager@doj.ca.gov>; James Stanley <James.Stanley@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony OBrien 
<Anthony.OBrien@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony Hakl <Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov>; Sarah Belton <Sarah.Belton@doj.ca.gov>; 
Vilma Palma‐Solana <Vilma.Solana@doj.ca.gov>; Katherine Lehe <Katherine.Lehe@doj.ca.gov>; Thomas Patterson 
<Thomas.Patterson@doj.ca.gov>; Michael L. Newman <Michael.Newman@doj.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Follow‐up 
 
Yes, I will accept service of a subpoena for CRP.  I was only authorized to respond to the SOS letter by Fresno and Orange 
County, and as we told you we were NOT authorized to respond to the letter by LA County (which did not have a 
program).  I do not have authority to accept service of a subpoena for the county committees, but I can inquire, if you 
would like.   
 

T h o m a s  W .  
H i l t a c h k  
P a r t n e r  

BELL,  MCANDREWS 

455 Capitol Mall, Suite 
600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
P (916) 442-7757 
F (916) 442-7759 
E tomh@bmhlaw.com 
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&  HILTACHK, LLP Follow us on Twitter 
 
Circular 230 Disclosure:  In compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS pursuant to IRS Circular 230, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication 
(including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, 
marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 
  
The information contained in this communication is confidential and may be attorney-client privileged.  If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by 
return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, including all attachments. 
 
 

From: Laura Faer <Laura.Faer@doj.ca.gov>  
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 9:56 AM 
To: Thomas Hiltachk <tomh@bmhlaw.com>; Ashlee N. Titus <atitus@bmhlaw.com> 
Cc: Susan Slager <Susan.Slager@doj.ca.gov>; James Stanley <James.Stanley@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony OBrien 
<Anthony.OBrien@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony Hakl <Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov>; Sarah Belton <Sarah.Belton@doj.ca.gov>; 
Vilma Palma‐Solana <Vilma.Solana@doj.ca.gov>; Katherine Lehe <Katherine.Lehe@doj.ca.gov>; Thomas Patterson 
<Thomas.Patterson@doj.ca.gov>; Michael L. Newman <Michael.Newman@doj.ca.gov> 
Subject: Follow‐up 
 
Mr. Hiltachk:  I received your email stating that you and your partner, Ms. Titus, will not be able to meet with us by 
phone this morning, so I am following up by email.   
 
As you know, on October 12, 2020, the Attorney General and Secretary of State’s Offices sent the California Republican 
Party, the Fresno County Republican Party, the Los Angeles County Republican Party, and the Republican Party of 
Orange County a cease and desist letter, which included a demand to contact the Secretary of State’s office to arrange 
to provide county elections officials with the contact information for voters who dropped off their ballots in 
unauthorized drop boxes and provide the number and location of each unofficial drop box deployed by close of business 
on October 15, 2020.  As of close of business yesterday, you and your clients had failed to provide the aforementioned 
information.  At this time, to, among other things, ensure the integrity of the voting process in California, that all votes 
placed in unauthorized boxes have been properly delivered to county election officials and that voters who dropped off 
ballots are aware of their rights under California law and how to track receipt of their ballots, and to ensure that all 
unauthorized ballot boxes have been removed statewide, we will be moving forward with issuing a subpoena for the 
information listed above.   
 
Please advise by 10:15 am as to whether you will accept service on behalf of your clients, the California, Fresno County, 
Los Angeles County, and County of Orange Republican Party.  
 
We are also amenable to a call with anyone in your office.  If someone is available to speak with us prior to 10:15, please 
let us know, and we will arrange a conference call line. 
  
In addition, we are in receipt of and assessing your communication provided at 5:54 pm last night. Thank you. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Laura L. Faer 
Deputy Attorney General 
Bureau of Children’s Justice 
Civil Rights Enforcement Section 
California Department of Justice 
1515 Clay Street, 20th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Tel: 510‐879‐3304 
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally 
privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the 
communication.  
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James Stanley

From: James Stanley
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 �:�� PM
To: 'Thomas Hiltachk'; Laura Faer; Ashlee N. Titus
Cc: Susan Slager; Anthony OBrien; Anthony Hakl; Sarah Belton; Vilma Palma-Solana; 

Katherine Lehe; Thomas Patterson; Michael L. Newman
Subject: RE: Investigative Subpoena and Interrogatories
Attachments: AGO-OC GOP Interrogatories 2020.10.16.pdf; AGO-Fresno GOP Interrogatories 

2020.10.16.pdf; AGO-LA GOP Subpoena 2020.10.16.pdf; AGO-OC GOP Subpoena 
2020.10.16.pdf; AGO-Fresno GOP Subpoena 2020.10.16.pdf; AGO-LA GOP 
Interrogatories 2020.10.16.pdf

Mr. Hiltachk: 
 
Thank you for confirming that you are authorized to accept service. Please find attached investigative subpoenas and 
investigative interrogatories to the Fresno County Republican Party, the Republican Party of Orange County, and the 
Republican Party of Los Angeles, served via this email. Please confirm receipt. 
 
Please feel free to contact us if you would like to discuss these documents. 
 
Best regards, 
Jim Stanley 
 
James E. Stanley 
Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Rights Enforcement Section 
California Department of Justice 
1300 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: (916) 210‐6475  
james.stanley@doj.ca.gov 
 
 
 

From: Thomas Hiltachk <tomh@bmhlaw.com>  
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 2:48 PM 
To: James Stanley <James.Stanley@doj.ca.gov>; Laura Faer <Laura.Faer@doj.ca.gov>; Ashlee N. Titus 
<atitus@bmhlaw.com> 
Cc: Susan Slager <Susan.Slager@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony OBrien <Anthony.OBrien@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony Hakl 
<Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov>; Sarah Belton <Sarah.Belton@doj.ca.gov>; Vilma Palma‐Solana <Vilma.Solana@doj.ca.gov>; 
Katherine Lehe <Katherine.Lehe@doj.ca.gov>; Thomas Patterson <Thomas.Patterson@doj.ca.gov>; Michael L. Newman 
<Michael.Newman@doj.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Investigative Subpoena and Interrogatories 
 
I have been authorized by the three identified county party committees, as well (Fresno/OC/LA).   
 

T h o m a s  W .  
H i l t a c h k  
P a r t n e r  

455 Capitol Mall, Suite 
600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
P (916) 442-7757 
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BELL,  MCANDREWS 
&  HILTACHK, LLP 

F (916) 442-7759 
E tomh@bmhlaw.com 
Follow us on Twitter 

 
Circular 230 Disclosure:  In compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS pursuant to IRS Circular 230, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication 
(including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, 
marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 
  
The information contained in this communication is confidential and may be attorney-client privileged.  If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by 
return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, including all attachments. 
 
 

From: James Stanley <James.Stanley@doj.ca.gov>  
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 2:46 PM 
To: Thomas Hiltachk <tomh@bmhlaw.com>; Laura Faer <Laura.Faer@doj.ca.gov>; Ashlee N. Titus 
<atitus@bmhlaw.com> 
Cc: Susan Slager <Susan.Slager@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony OBrien <Anthony.OBrien@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony Hakl 
<Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov>; Sarah Belton <Sarah.Belton@doj.ca.gov>; Vilma Palma‐Solana <Vilma.Solana@doj.ca.gov>; 
Katherine Lehe <Katherine.Lehe@doj.ca.gov>; Thomas Patterson <Thomas.Patterson@doj.ca.gov>; Michael L. Newman 
<Michael.Newman@doj.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Investigative Subpoena and Interrogatories 
 
Mr. Hiltachk: 
 
Thank you for agreeing to accept service. Please find attached an investigative subpoena and investigative 
interrogatories for the California Republican Party, served via this email. Please confirm receipt. Please also let us know 
if you are authorized to accept service on behalf of the Fresno and/or Orange County Republican Committees. 
 
We are available to discuss these documents at any time; please feel free to contact us via email or phone. 
 
Best regards, 
Jim Stanley 
 
James E. Stanley 
Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Rights Enforcement Section 
California Department of Justice 
1300 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: (916) 210‐6475  
james.stanley@doj.ca.gov 
 
 
 

From: Thomas Hiltachk <tomh@bmhlaw.com>  
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 10:20 AM 
To: Laura Faer <Laura.Faer@doj.ca.gov>; Ashlee N. Titus <atitus@bmhlaw.com> 
Cc: Susan Slager <Susan.Slager@doj.ca.gov>; James Stanley <James.Stanley@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony OBrien 
<Anthony.OBrien@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony Hakl <Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov>; Sarah Belton <Sarah.Belton@doj.ca.gov>; 
Vilma Palma‐Solana <Vilma.Solana@doj.ca.gov>; Katherine Lehe <Katherine.Lehe@doj.ca.gov>; Thomas Patterson 
<Thomas.Patterson@doj.ca.gov>; Michael L. Newman <Michael.Newman@doj.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Follow‐up 
 
Yes, I will accept service of a subpoena for CRP.  I was only authorized to respond to the SOS letter by Fresno and Orange 
County, and as we told you we were NOT authorized to respond to the letter by LA County (which did not have a 
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program).  I do not have authority to accept service of a subpoena for the county committees, but I can inquire, if you 
would like.   
 

T h o m a s  W .  
H i l t a c h k  
P a r t n e r  

BELL,  MCANDREWS 
&  HILTACHK, LLP 

455 Capitol Mall, Suite 
600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
P (916) 442-7757 
F (916) 442-7759 
E tomh@bmhlaw.com 
Follow us on Twitter 

 
Circular 230 Disclosure:  In compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS pursuant to IRS Circular 230, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication 
(including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, 
marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 
  
The information contained in this communication is confidential and may be attorney-client privileged.  If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by 
return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, including all attachments. 
 
 

From: Laura Faer <Laura.Faer@doj.ca.gov>  
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 9:56 AM 
To: Thomas Hiltachk <tomh@bmhlaw.com>; Ashlee N. Titus <atitus@bmhlaw.com> 
Cc: Susan Slager <Susan.Slager@doj.ca.gov>; James Stanley <James.Stanley@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony OBrien 
<Anthony.OBrien@doj.ca.gov>; Anthony Hakl <Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov>; Sarah Belton <Sarah.Belton@doj.ca.gov>; 
Vilma Palma‐Solana <Vilma.Solana@doj.ca.gov>; Katherine Lehe <Katherine.Lehe@doj.ca.gov>; Thomas Patterson 
<Thomas.Patterson@doj.ca.gov>; Michael L. Newman <Michael.Newman@doj.ca.gov> 
Subject: Follow‐up 
 
Mr. Hiltachk:  I received your email stating that you and your partner, Ms. Titus, will not be able to meet with us by 
phone this morning, so I am following up by email.   
 
As you know, on October 12, 2020, the Attorney General and Secretary of State’s Offices sent the California Republican 
Party, the Fresno County Republican Party, the Los Angeles County Republican Party, and the Republican Party of 
Orange County a cease and desist letter, which included a demand to contact the Secretary of State’s office to arrange 
to provide county elections officials with the contact information for voters who dropped off their ballots in 
unauthorized drop boxes and provide the number and location of each unofficial drop box deployed by close of business 
on October 15, 2020.  As of close of business yesterday, you and your clients had failed to provide the aforementioned 
information.  At this time, to, among other things, ensure the integrity of the voting process in California, that all votes 
placed in unauthorized boxes have been properly delivered to county election officials and that voters who dropped off 
ballots are aware of their rights under California law and how to track receipt of their ballots, and to ensure that all 
unauthorized ballot boxes have been removed statewide, we will be moving forward with issuing a subpoena for the 
information listed above.   
 
Please advise by 10:15 am as to whether you will accept service on behalf of your clients, the California, Fresno County, 
Los Angeles County, and County of Orange Republican Party.  
 
We are also amenable to a call with anyone in your office.  If someone is available to speak with us prior to 10:15, please 
let us know, and we will arrange a conference call line. 
  
In addition, we are in receipt of and assessing your communication provided at 5:54 pm last night. Thank you. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Laura L. Faer 
Deputy Attorney General 
Bureau of Children’s Justice 
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Civil Rights Enforcement Section 
California Department of Justice 
1515 Clay Street, 20th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Tel: 510‐879‐3304 
 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally 
privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the 
communication.  
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James Stanley

From: Kiersten Merina �kmerina#bmhlaw.com!
Sent: Monday, October 1�, 2020 4:�4 PM
To: James Stanley
Cc: Thomas Hiltachk; Paul Gough
Subject: Ballot Collection and Election Law Compliance 
Attachments: Pld 002 Rogg Response CRP.pdf; Pld 002 Rogg Response FCRP.pdf; Pld 002 Rogg 

Response LAGOP.pdf; Pld 002 Rogg Response OCGOP.pdf

,mSortance: High

Mr. Stanley: 

            5e: Ballot Collection and Election Law Compliance 

Pursuant to the parties¶ agreement to accept electronic service of documents for the above-referenced 
investigation, please find the following attached hereto: 

1) California 5epublican Party¶s 5esponse To The Attorney *eneral¶s Investigative Interrogatories�
2) Fresno County 5epublican Party¶s 5esponse To The Attorney *eneral¶s Investigative Interrogatories�
�) 5epublican Party of Los Angeles County¶s 5esponse To The Attorney *eneral¶s Investigative

Interrogatories� and
4) 5epublican Party of Orange County¶s 5esponse To The Attorney *eneral¶s Investigative

Interrogatories.

If you have any issues opening the documents, please do not hesitate to contact me. A courtesy copy was also 
hand delivered to your office.  

Kindly, 
Kiersten Merina 

Paralegal 

BELL, MCANDREWS 
& HILTACHK, LLP 

455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
P (916) 442-7757 
F (916) 442-7759 

This communication is confidential and may be legally privileged. 
3�Please consider the environment before printing this email 
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 1  
CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES  
 
 

Thomas W. Hiltachk (SBN 131215) 
tomh@bmhlaw.com 
Paul T. Gough (SBN 75502) 
pgough@bmhlaw.com 
Brian T. Hildreth (SBN 214131) 
bhildreth@bmhlaw.com 
BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Telephone: (916) 442-7757 
Facsimile: (916) 442-7759 
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
California Republican Party 

 

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE  

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  
 
 

 
In the Matter of the Investigation of:  
 
BALLOT COLLECTION AND ELECTION 
LAW COMPLIANCE 
 

 
CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY’S 
RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL’S INVESTIGATIVE 
INTERROGATORIES 
 
 
 
SET ONE 
 

 

PROPOUNDING PARTY: ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RESPONDING PARTY: CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY 

SET NUMBER:  ONE 

 

The CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY (“CRP”) responds to the Attorney General’s 

Investigative Interrogatories, Set 1, as follows: 

 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1: IDENTIFY all individuals by name, address, and birth date that 

have deposited a VOTE BY MAIL BALLOT in any UNOFFICIAL BALLOT BOX.  

mailto:bhildreth@bmhlaw.com
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 2  
CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES  
 
 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:  

CRP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not regularly 

promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact that the 

interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of Friday, 

October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.  The short 

response time was not even disclosed to counsel for CRP at the time the request to accept service 

was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has no 

statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected under 

the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of California, 

and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the Attorney 

General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to obtain 

information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation of 

law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to CRP.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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 3  
CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES  
 
 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with CRP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law. 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  CRP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

CRP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: State the number of UNOFFICIAL DROP BOXES used, installed, 

deployed, coordinated, promoted, advertised, or distributed by YOU or PERSONS acting or 

purporting to act on YOUR behalf. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:  

CRP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not regularly 

promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact that the 

interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of Friday, 

October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The short 
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response time was not even disclosed to counsel for CRP at the time the request to accept service 

was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has no 

statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected under 

the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of California, 

and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the Attorney 

General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to obtain 

information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation of 

law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to CRP.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with CRP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  
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CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that imposes a duty on any person to declare a “box, crate, chest, cabinet, container, or other 

receptacle” as “unofficial,” there is no law prohibiting the use of a such a receptacle for the 

purpose of “storing” VBM ballots, and there is no law imposing a limitation on the number of 

such receptacles used.  Whether the answer is 10 or 10,000, that answer is not relevant to any 

“investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  CRP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitalized which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

CRP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:  IDENTIFY all locations in California where YOU or PERSONS 

acting or purporting to act on YOUR behalf have previously placed or are currently placing an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX during the RELEVANT PERIOD.  State the locations where an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX has been removed and state the locations where an UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOX is still used, installed, deployed, promoted, advertised, or distributed. 

 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
 
 

 6  
CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES  
 
 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

CRP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not regularly 

promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact that the 

interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of Friday, 

October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The short 

response time was not even disclosed to counsel for CRP at the time the request to accept service 

was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has no 

statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected under 

the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of California, 

and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the Attorney 

General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to obtain 

information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation of 

law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to CRP.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with CRP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that restricts the location or number of locations in which a voter can entrust CRP with his or her 

VBM ballot and the CRP’s use of a receptacle for temporary storage of that ballot.  Thus, the 

location of any receptacle is not relevant to any “investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  CRP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

CRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitalized which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

CRP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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DATED:  October 19, 2020. Respectfully submitted. 

 BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 

 

BY:__________________________________ 
THOMAS W. HILTACHK  
Attorney for Respondent 
CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
 
 

1. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to this cause.  I am employed in the county 
where the mailing occurred.  The following facts are within my first-hand and 
personal knowledge and if called as a witness, I could and would testify thereto. 

 
2. My business address is 455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
 
3. On October 19, 2020, I served the foregoing document entitled 

 
CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN PARTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY 

GENERAL’S INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES 
 

on each person named below by attaching a true copy addressed as shown in 
Item 4 and by transmitting, by email, and causing to be hand delivered, to the 
offices of the addressee following ordinary business practices by 5:00pm. 

 
4. Name and address of each person served: 
 
 California Department of Justice 
 James Stanley 
 Deputy Attorney General 
 1300 I Street, 15th Floor 
 Sacramento, CA 95814 
 James.stanley@doj.ca.gov 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct.   

 
Executed on October 19, 2020, at Sacramento, California. 

 
 
 
        ________________________ 
        Kiersten Merina 
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Thomas W. Hiltachk (SBN 131215) 
tomh@bmhlaw.com 
Paul T. Gough (SBN 75502) 
pgough@bmhlaw.com 
Brian T. Hildreth (SBN 214131) 
bhildreth@bmhlaw.com 
BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Telephone: (916) 442-7757 
Facsimile: (916) 442-7759 
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
Fresno County Republican Party 

 

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE  

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  
 
 

 
In the Matter of the Investigation of:  
 
BALLOT COLLECTION AND ELECTION 
LAW COMPLIANCE 
 

 
FRESNO COUNTY REPUBLICAN 
PARTY’S RESPONSE TO THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 
INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES 
 
 
 
SET ONE 
 

 

PROPOUNDING PARTY: ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RESPONDING PARTY: FRESNO COUNTY REPUBLICAN PARTY 

SET NUMBER:  ONE 

 

The FRESNO COUNTY REPUBLICAN PARTY (“FCRP”) responds to the Attorney 

General’s Investigative Interrogatories, Set 1, as follows: 

 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1: IDENTIFY all individuals by name, address, and birth date that 

have deposited a VOTE BY MAIL BALLOT in any UNOFFICIAL BALLOT BOX.  

mailto:bhildreth@bmhlaw.com
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:  

FCRP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not regularly 

promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact that the 

interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of Friday, 

October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The short 

response time was not even disclosed to counsel for FCRP at the time the request to accept 

service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has no 

statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected under 

the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of California, 

and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the Attorney 

General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to obtain 

information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation of 

law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to FCRP.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with FCRP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law. 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  FCRP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

FCRP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: State the number of UNOFFICIAL DROP BOXES used, installed, 

deployed, coordinated, promoted, advertised, or distributed by YOU or PERSONS acting or 

purporting to act on YOUR behalf. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:  

FCRP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not regularly 

promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact that the 

interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of Friday, 

October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The short 
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response time was not even disclosed to counsel for FCRP at the time the request to accept 

service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has no 

statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected under 

the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of California, 

and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the Attorney 

General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to obtain 

information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation of 

law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to FCRP.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with FCRP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  
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FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that imposes a duty on any person to declare a “box, crate, chest, cabinet, container, or other 

receptacle” as “unofficial,” there is no law prohibiting the use of a such a receptacle for the 

purpose of “storing” VBM ballots, and there is no law imposing a limitation on the number of 

such receptacles used.  Whether the answer is 10 or 10,000, that answer is not relevant to any 

“investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  FCRP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitali]ed which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

FCRP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:  IDENTIFY all locations in California where YOU or PERSONS 

acting or purporting to act on YOUR behalf have previously placed or are currently placing an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX during the RELEVANT PERIOD.  State the locations where an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX has been removed and state the locations where an UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOX is still used, installed, deployed, promoted, advertised, or distributed. 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

FCRP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not regularly 

promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact that the 

interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of Friday, 

October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.  The short 

response time was not even disclosed to counsel for FCRP at the time the request to accept 

service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has no 

statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected under 

the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of California, 

and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the Attorney 

General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to obtain 

information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation of 

law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to FCRP.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with FCRP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that restricts the location or number of locations in which a voter can entrust FCRP with his or her 

VBM ballot and the FCRP’s use of a receptacle for temporary storage of that ballot.  Thus, the 

location of any receptacle is not relevant to any “investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  FCRP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

FCRP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitali]ed which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

FCRP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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DATED:  October 19, 2020. Respectfully submitted. 

 BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 

 

BY:__________________________________ 
THOMAS W. HILTACHK  
Attorney for Respondent 
FRESNO COUNTY REPUBLICAN PARTY 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
 
 

1. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to this cause.  I am employed in the county 
where the mailing occurred.  The following facts are within my first-hand and 
personal knowledge and if called as a witness, I could and would testify thereto. 

 
2. My business address is 455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
 
3. On October 19, 2020, I served the foregoing document entitled 

 
FRESNO COUNTY REPUBLICAN PARTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY 

GENERAL’S INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES 
 

on each person named below by attaching a true copy addressed as shown in 
Item 4 and by transmitting, by email, and causing to be hand delivered, to the 
offices of the addressee following ordinary business practices by 5:00pm. 

 
4. Name and address of each person served: 
 
 California Department of Justice 
 James Stanley 
 Deputy Attorney General 
 1300 I Street, 15th Floor 
 Sacramento, CA 95814 
 James.stanley@doj.ca.gov 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct.   

 
Executed on October 19, 2020, at Sacramento, California. 

 
 
 
        ________________________ 
        Kiersten Merina 
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Thomas W. Hiltachk (SBN 131215) 
tomh@bmhlaw.com 
Paul T. Gough (SBN 75502) 
pgough@bmhlaw.com 
Brian T. Hildreth (SBN 214131) 
bhildreth@bmhlaw.com 
BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Telephone: (916) 442-7757 
Facsimile: (916) 442-7759 
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
Republican Party of Los Angeles County 

 

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE  

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  
 
 

 
In the Matter of the Investigation of:  
 
BALLOT COLLECTION AND ELECTION 
LAW COMPLIANCE 
 

 
REPUBLICAN PARTY OF LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY’S RESPONSE TO 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 
INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES 
 
 
 
SET ONE 
 

 

PROPOUNDING PARTY: ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RESPONDING PARTY: REPUBLICAN PARTY OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

SET NUMBER:  ONE 

 

The REPUBLICAN PARTY OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY (“LAGOP”) responds to the 

Attorney General’s Investigative Interrogatories, Set 1, as follows: 

 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1: IDENTIFY all individuals by name, address, and birth date that 

have deposited a VOTE BY MAIL BALLOT in any UNOFFICIAL BALLOT BOX.  

mailto:bhildreth@bmhlaw.com
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:  

LAGOP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not 

regularly promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact 

that the interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of 

Friday, October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The 

short response time was not even disclosed to counsel for LAGOP at the time the request to 

accept service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has 

no statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected 

under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of 

California, and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the 

Attorney General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to 

obtain information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation 

of law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to LAGOP.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with LAGOP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law. 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  LAGOP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

LAGOP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: State the number of UNOFFICIAL DROP BOXES used, installed, 

deployed, coordinated, promoted, advertised, or distributed by YOU or PERSONS acting or 

purporting to act on YOUR behalf. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:  

LAGOP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not 

regularly promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact 

that the interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of 

Friday, October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The 
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short response time was not even disclosed to counsel for LAGOP at the time the request to 

accept service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has 

no statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected 

under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of 

California, and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the 

Attorney General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to 

obtain information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation 

of law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to LAGOP.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with LAGOP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  
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LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that imposes a duty on any person to declare a “box, crate, chest, cabinet, container, or other 

receptacle” as “unofficial,” there is no law prohibiting the use of a such a receptacle for the 

purpose of “storing” VBM ballots, and there is no law imposing a limitation on the number of 

such receptacles used.  Whether the answer is 10 or 10,000, that answer is not relevant to any 

“investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  LAGOP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitalized which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

LAGOP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:  IDENTIFY all locations in California where YOU or PERSONS 

acting or purporting to act on YOUR behalf have previously placed or are currently placing an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX during the RELEVANT PERIOD.  State the locations where an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX has been removed and state the locations where an UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOX is still used, installed, deployed, promoted, advertised, or distributed. 

 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
 
 

 6  
REPUBLICAN PARTY OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY 

GENERAL’S IN9ESTIGATI9E INTERROGATORIES  
 
 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

LAGOP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not 

regularly promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact 

that the interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of 

Friday, October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.  The 

short response time was not even disclosed to counsel for LAGOP at the time the request to 

accept service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has 

no statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected 

under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of 

California, and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the 

Attorney General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to 

obtain information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation 

of law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to LAGOP.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with LAGOP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that restricts the location or number of locations in which a voter can entrust LAGOP with his or 

her VBM ballot and the LAGOP’s use of a receptacle for temporary storage of that ballot.  Thus, 

the location of any receptacle is not relevant to any “investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  LAGOP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

LAGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitalized which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

LAGOP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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DATED:  October 19, 2020. Respectfully submitted. 

 BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 

 

BY:__________________________________ 
THOMAS W. HILTACHK  
Attorney for Respondent 
REPUBLICAN PARTY OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
 
 

1. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to this cause.  I am employed in the county 
where the mailing occurred.  The following facts are within my first-hand and 
personal knowledge and if called as a witness, I could and would testify thereto. 

 
2. My business address is 455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
 
3. On October 19, 2020, I served the foregoing document entitled 

 
REPUBLICAN PARTY OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY’S RESPONSE TO THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES 
 

on each person named below by attaching a true copy addressed as shown in 
Item 4 and by transmitting, by email, and causing to be hand delivered, to the 
offices of the addressee following ordinary business practices by 5:00pm. 

 
4. Name and address of each person served: 
 
 California Department of Justice 
 James Stanley 
 Deputy Attorney General 
 1300 I Street, 15th Floor 
 Sacramento, CA 95814 
 James.stanley@doj.ca.gov 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct.   

 
Executed on October 19, 2020, at Sacramento, California. 

 
 
 
        ________________________ 
        Kiersten Merina 
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Thomas W. Hiltachk (SBN 131215) 
tomh@bmhlaw.com 
Paul T. Gough (SBN 75502) 
pgough@bmhlaw.com 
Brian T. Hildreth (SBN 214131) 
bhildreth@bmhlaw.com 
BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Telephone: (916) 442-7757 
Facsimile: (916) 442-7759 
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
Republican Party of Orange County 

 

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE  

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  
 
 

 
In the Matter of the Investigation of:  
 
BALLOT COLLECTION AND ELECTION 
LAW COMPLIANCE 
 

 
REPUBLICAN PARTY OF ORANGE 
COUNTY’S RESPONSE TO THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 
INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES 
 
 
 
SET ONE 
 

 

PROPOUNDING PARTY: ATTORNEY GENERAL 

RESPONDING PARTY: REPUBLICAN PARTY OF ORANGE COUNTY 

SET NUMBER:  ONE 

 

The REPUBLICAN PARTY OF ORANGE COUNTY (“OCGOP”) responds to the 

Attorney General’s Investigative Interrogatories, Set 1, as follows: 

 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1: IDENTIFY all individuals by name, address, and birth date that 

have deposited a VOTE BY MAIL BALLOT in any UNOFFICIAL BALLOT BOX.  

mailto:bhildreth@bmhlaw.com
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:  

OCGOP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not 

regularly promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact 

that the interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of 

Friday, October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The 

short response time was not even disclosed to counsel for OCGOP at the time the request to 

accept service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has 

no statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected 

under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of 

California, and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the 

Attorney General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to 

obtain information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation 

of law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to OCGOP.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with OCGOP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law. 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  OCGOP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

OCGOP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: State the number of UNOFFICIAL DROP BOXES used, installed, 

deployed, coordinated, promoted, advertised, or distributed by YOU or PERSONS acting or 

purporting to act on YOUR behalf. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:  

OCGOP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not 

regularly promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact 

that the interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of 

Friday, October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.   The 
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short response time was not even disclosed to counsel for OCGOP at the time the request to 

accept service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has 

no statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected 

under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of 

California, and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the 

Attorney General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to 

obtain information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation 

of law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to OCGOP.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with OCGOP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  
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OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that imposes a duty on any person to declare a “box, crate, chest, cabinet, container, or other 

receptacle” as “unofficial,” there is no law prohibiting the use of a such a receptacle for the 

purpose of “storing” VBM ballots, and there is no law imposing a limitation on the number of 

such receptacles used.  Whether the answer is 10 or 10,000, that answer is not relevant to any 

“investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  OCGOP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitali]ed which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

OCGOP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:  IDENTIFY all locations in California where YOU or PERSONS 

acting or purporting to act on YOUR behalf have previously placed or are currently placing an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX during the RELEVANT PERIOD.  State the locations where an 

UNOFFICIAL DROP BOX has been removed and state the locations where an UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOX is still used, installed, deployed, promoted, advertised, or distributed. 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

OCGOP objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory was not 

regularly promulgated as that term is used in Government Code section 11188 including the fact 

that the interrogatories were served on counsel (as a professional courtesy) on the afternoon of 

Friday, October 16, 2020 with a response date of Monday, October 19, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.  The 

short response time was not even disclosed to counsel for OCGOP at the time the request to 

accept service was made by counsel for the Attorney General.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Attorney General has 

no statutory authority to investigate non-criminal activities that are constitutionally protected 

under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of 

California, and regulated under the California Elections Code and by the Secretary of State.  If the 

Attorney General is investigating criminal activity, it may not use an administrative subpoena to 

obtain information in furtherance of such an investigation.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that an administrative 

interrogatory may not be used to compel disclosure of constitutionally protected private, 

associational, political, and/or confidential information, and there is no legitimate or important 

interest in compelling such disclosure here.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that there is no law, violation 

of law, or threatened violation of law being investigated, which is necessary to confirm statutory 

authority for the investigation and relevancy of the information sought. 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks constitutionally 

protected information and seeks to violate the secrecy of the ballot and the trust of voters who 

provided their VBM ballot to OCGOP.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is burdensome and 

oppressive and not calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that this interrogatory requests 

information that is not reasonably relevant to any lawful investigation. 
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OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is intended to harass and 

interfere with OCGOP’s political operations at a critical time (the General election just 14 days 

away), as evidenced by the demand for response by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, October, 19th, 2020, 

the next business day following its service in the afternoon of Friday, October 16, 2020, without 

any justification for the shortened response time.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

protected by attorney-client privilege (see, pg. 5). 

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, ambiguous, 

unintelligible and calls for speculation as to its meaning.  

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

irrelevant to any law, alleged violation of law, or anticipated violation of law.  There is no law 

that restricts the location or number of locations in which a voter can entrust OCGOP with his or 

her VBM ballot and the OCGOP’s use of a receptacle for temporary storage of that ballot.  Thus, 

the location of any receptacle is not relevant to any “investigation” of the Department of Justice.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is indefinite and 

unanswerable under penalty of perjury.  The “RELEVANT PERIOD” is defined as September 1, 

2020 “through the final response date of this subpoena,” presumably 5:00 p.m, October 19, 2020.  

The state has over 40 million registered voters spread out over 58 counties.  OCGOP could not 

provide an accurate response at 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2020.   

OCGOP further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the term “UNOFFICIAL 

DROP BOXES” is not defined in the interrogatory even though it is capitalized which implies a 

definition is provided in the interrogatories.   

OCGOP reserves the right to include additional objections upon any motion to compel 

compliance with this subpoena.    

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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DATED:  October 19, 2020. Respectfully submitted. 

 BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 

 

BY:__________________________________ 
THOMAS W. HILTACHK  
Attorney for Respondent 
REPUBLICAN PARTY OF ORANGE COUNTY 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
 
 

1. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to this cause.  I am employed in the county 
where the mailing occurred.  The following facts are within my first-hand and 
personal knowledge and if called as a witness, I could and would testify thereto. 

 
2. My business address is 455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
 
3. On October 19, 2020, I served the foregoing document entitled 

 
REPUBLICAN PARTY OF ORANGE COUNTY’S RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY 

GENERAL’S INVESTIGATIVE INTERROGATORIES 
 

on each person named below by attaching a true copy addressed as shown in 
Item 4 and by transmitting, by email, and causing to be hand delivered, to the 
offices of the addressee following ordinary business practices by 5:00pm. 

 
4. Name and address of each person served: 
 
 California Department of Justice 
 James Stanley 
 Deputy Attorney General 
 1300 I Street, 15th Floor 
 Sacramento, CA 95814 
 James.stanley@doj.ca.gov 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct.   

 
Executed on October 19, 2020, at Sacramento, California. 

 
 
 
        ________________________ 
        Kiersten Merina 

 
 
 
 


